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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE  
TO AMERICAN POSTAL WORKERS UNION, AFL-CIO INTERROGATORY 

 

N2012-1 

APWU/USPS-18 Please refer to Mr. Williams’ response to APWU/USPS-T1-
33(b). In his response, Mr. Williams presents a table representing current and 
potential distributions by delivery day (transit days) for the package services 
category. BPM flats, BPM parcels, Media Mail/Library, and Parcel Post are 
presented. For each subcategory depicted, the data indicates an increase in 
volume delivered on day two once the proposed network changes are 
implemented. 
a) Please describe how the proposed network changes could result in the 
potential for an overall increase in the proportion of volume delivered in two days. 
b) What is the source of both the current and potential figures in the chart? 
c) What are the assumptions, if any, and the associated methodology used to 
project the potential distribution? 
 
RESPONSE 
 
a)  The potential network changes would result in consolidation of volume into 

fewer facilities.  Because a component of additional volume at each remaining 

facility is turnaround mail with a 2-day standard, the 2-day volume increases in 

the potential network. 

b)  Origin Destination Information System (ODIS) for fiscal year 2010 is the 

volume source.  The Service Standards Directory (SSD) is the source of current 

service standards.  The ZIP mappings from Postal Service Library Reference 

USPS-LR-N2012-1/17 were used to derive the potential service standards. 

c)  The proposed (December 15, 2011) service standard business rules were 

used to derive the potential volume distributions.  It was assumed that current 

mail volumes would retain their origin-destination patterns in the future network if 

the proposed service standards were adopted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE  
TO AMERICAN POSTAL WORKERS UNION, AFL-CIO INTERROGATORY 

 

N2012-1 

APWU/USPS-19. Please refer to Mr. Williams’ response to APWU/USPS-T1-34. 
Mr. Williams indicates in this response that “network changes may result in 
changes in the expected delivery day within each range for specific origin-
destination Zip Code pairs.” 
He further indicates that “the Postal Service is currently evaluating new service 
areas and assessing any potential changes required for Express Mail and Priority 
Mail service standards.” 
a) When will the referenced evaluation be complete? 
b) Once such evaluation is complete, please respond to the original interrogatory 
APWU/USPS-T1-33 based upon the operating plans developed to support the 
planned network changes instead of service standards or forecasts. 
 
RESPONSE 
 
a)  The service standard day ranges for Express Mail and Priority Mail will not 

change as a result of the service standard changes proposed in this docket.  

However, the changes proposed in this docket may result in changes to the 

expected delivery day within each range for specific origin-destination ZIP Code 

pairs.  The Postal Service is in the process of evaluating new service areas and 

assessing any potential changes required for Express Mail and Priority Mail 

service standards.  This evaluation will continue throughout the implementation 

process and is not expected to be completed before briefs are filed in this docket. 

b)  Not applicable. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE  
TO AMERICAN POSTAL WORKERS UNION, AFL-CIO INTERROGATORY 

 

N2012-1 

APWU/USPS -20 The following list of facilities is contained in USPS-LR-N2012-
1/17 and USPS-LR-N2012-1/34 sponsored by witness Rosenberg (USPS-T-3) 
and contains the notation that the facilities were open at the time of Ms. 
Rosenberg’s analysis. Many of these facilities do not appear in USPS-LR-N2012-
1/57 which purports to identify all the mail processing facilities in the network on 
September 15, 2011. Only a few of these facilities are on the February 22, 2012 
list of facilities approved for consolidation. 
a) Please indicate which of these facilities were open and processing mail on 
September 15, 2011. 
b) Please indicate which of these facilities currently remain open and is 
processing mail. 
c) Please list the types of mail processing equipment used in these facilities, e.g., 
CSBCS, DBCS. 
d) Please indicate which of these facilities are considered mail processing 
facilities or locations. If not mail processing facilities, what type of facilities are 
they? 
e) Please indicate which of these facilities are being studied or have been 
approved for consolidation as a result of the current Network Rationalization 
Plan. If there is a separate initiative underway to rationalize these facilities please 
identify the initiative and the time frame of that initiative. 
f) For any of these facilities identified for consolidation will an AMP study be 
conducted? If an AMP study will not be conducted for any of these facilities 
identified for consolidation, please explain why a study will not be performed. 
g) If subject to consolidation without an AMP requirement, how does the Postal 
Service document the business case for the consolidation? What is the approval 
process for the consolidation of facilities in the absence of an AMP study? 
h) For any of these facilities being studied or slated for closing and/or 
consolidation has or will the Postal Service give public notice and take 
community and mailer input before making final decisions? If so, please describe 
the public notice and input process or these facilities. If public notice and the 
opportunity to provide input on the consolidation and/or closure have not and will 
not be provided please explain why this is not being done for these facilities. 
 
RESPONSE 
 
a-e)  See attachment. 
 
f-h)  Not applicable.  Each facility that appears on the list and is currently 

identified as a candidate for consolidation has an approved AMP study. 

 
 
 
 



INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSES OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE  
TO AMERICAN POSTAL WORKERS UNION 

 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS ROSENBERG 
TO PRESIDING OFFICER’S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 5 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS ROSENBERG 
TO PRESIDING OFFICER’S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 5 

 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS ROSENBERG 
TO PRESIDING OFFICER’S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 5 

 


	Cover.APWU.18-20.pdf
	Response.APWU.18-20
	ATT.APWU.20



